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Date:  May 2nd, 2023  

To:  Transportation, Energy & Utilities and Committee (TEUC) 

From:  Madeline Suender, Associate Public Works Engineer 

  Laura Wheelock P.E., Senior Public Works Engineer 

 

CC:     Chapin Spencer, Director Public Works 

  Norm Baldwin P.E., City Engineer 
 

Subject: Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street Intersection VPSP2 – Burlington 

STP 5000 (29) 

 

 

Request: 

The Department of Public Works (“DPW”) seeks TEUC sponsorship to bring to City Council the Colchester 

Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street Intersection Regional Project Refinement approval.  This 

approval is not a change, rather a reaffirmation of DPW’s project preferred alternative from the Scoping 

study completed by CCRPC and Stantec. 

 

Grant Background:  

Vermont Project Selection and Prioritization (VPSP2) is a mechanism to identify, prioritize, and select state 

transportation capital improvement projects on the federal aid system.  This new process has been a 

collaborative effort between national, state, regional, and local agencies and interests.  VPSP2 is a system 

that aims to develop a performance-based, data driven project selection & prioritization framework that 

maximizes the “transportation value” delivered to Vermont taxpayers. This helps to maximize the way 

transportation funding is used in Vermont.   

 

The City’s Transportation Planning group applied for this project through VPSP2 as a funding source. The 

project was selected by VTrans and allocated in their FY23 budget to undergo scope review administered 

through Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC). VTrans contracted Stantec to do this 

work. As part of the Scope Refinement Process, the attached report (Attachment 1) outlines the draft scope 

of work and history of scoping work done thus far at this location. From that, the City is expected to review 

and if in agreement, execute a letter confirming our position on the project.  

 

Preferred Alternative: 

The final Scoping Study completed by CCRPC and Stantec analyzed three alternatives, a no build option 

and short term improvements.  The preferred alternative was Alternative 1, shown in Figure 1. Alternative 3 

– Roundabout, was eliminated from consideration due to its cost and level of risk. With Alternative 1 – 4-

way Intersection and Alternative 2 – 4-way Intersection with Separate Right Turn Lane being so similar, there 

was much discussion between the two and finer points of difference.  

 

 

 

Memo 



 

 

Figure 1: Recommended Alternative – Alternative 1. 

 
 

With support from the vast majority, the Project Advisory Committee (PAC) ultimately 

recommended Alternative 1 citing the potential to develop a pocket park to the west of the 

intersection and all crosswalks being controlled by signal. This would add pervious surface. The 

process included five PAC meetings, with two of these being added to the original three that had 

been scheduled at the request of the PAC. 

 

After recommendation from the TEUC (see Attachment 3), on March 25, 2019, City Council voted 

unanimously to approve this as the preferred alternative (see Attachment 2).  

 

This work will be fully funded under VTrans Safety Program. Non-participating costs, such as contaminated 

soils, are not part of this funding. The scoping study costs are estimates and can only be adjusted for 

inflation.  

 

DPW is in support of the preferred alternative outlined in the attached report and already received approval 

from the City Council on March 25th 2019. Though, we already selected a preferred alternative, there are 

many other communities throughout the state that received VPSP2 funding that don’t yet have this 



 

approval. This second approval will conform to the State’s process to bring these projects into the VPSP2 

budget in a uniform way across all municipalities.  

 

Should the TEUC no longer support this Alternative, a recommendation must be made for the full 

City Council to dissolve their prior resolution from March 25th, 2019. If a decision cannot be made at 

the TEUC, the item can be pulled from the committee and go to the Council for a motion. 

 

Roundabout Considerations:  

In the original scoping process, Alternative 3, the Roundabout, was recognized before the end of the 

scoping process to not be viable. Burlington may have the ability to change the preferred alternative 

and maintain VTrans funding, however this would likely delay the project and make advancement 

concurrent with bridge replacement project unlikely. A significant modification of preferred 

alternative in this instance would require some additional work in the project refinement stage. 

- Recalculation of transportation value considering updated inputs for the proposed 

alternative, this should show comparable value to the initial computation and be discussed 

within the project refinement report. 

- Additional information should be included within the project refinement reports, including 

discussion of changed conditions that have resulted in the modification to the proposed 

alternative.  Being that this alternative was formally considered within the scoping effort this 

will hopefully not be too challenging of a task.  Relating the “changed conditions” back to 

the criteria that are focus areas within VPSP2 would be useful. 

 

Some concerns with the Roundabout alternative are as follows:  

- Impacts of taking a house in a historic district. 

o Location eligible for listing in the National Register of historic properties under 

Section 4(f). 

o Considered an adverse effect of the project. 

o Under 4(f), as there is a prudent and feasible alternative to adversely impacting a 

historic site for the roundabout, the City would need to choose the prudent and 

feasible alternative. 

- Added impervious area.  

o New stormwater requirements that were not reflected in original scoping study that 

would need to be evaluated. 

- Utility impacts with substantial costs and risk. 

- Contaminated soil for utility work and large project area adds substantial cost and risk. 

o Not an eligible cost under VPSP2. 

- New FHWA roundabout guidelines since this design. 

- Requires redoing public process and outreach. 

- Does not align with bridge design that is already underway. 

o Strict timeline to be concurrent with bridge work. Likely not possible to meet. 

o Design did not include shared use path that is on the east side of the bridge. 

 

Attachment: 

1. Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street Intersection VPSP2 REGIONAL 

PROJECT REFINEMENT (RPR) Report. 

2. March 25, 2019 City Council Meeting Minutes  

3. January 8, 2019 TEUC Meeting Minutes 
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Burlington STP 5000(29) 
Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street intersection 

VPSP2 REGIONAL PROJECT REFINEMENT (RPR) 
 

RPR PROCESS BACKGROUND 
The Regional Project Refinement (RPR) project associated with the Burlington STP 5000(29) is a summary 
of the previously completed 2019 Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue Scoping Report, hereafter 
referred to as the 2019 Study. The objective of the RPR is to facilitate the progression of the preferred 
alternative into the project design and permitting phase by reaffirming initial local consensus. This is 
accomplished through the validation of public support by collective stakeholder review of the summary 
RPR report. With an update on current challenges and opportunities, it is anticipated the preferred 
alternative will remain the most feasible and desirable. The expectation is that local officials will then 
provide formal and documented acknowledgment of the Municipality’s concurrence that the project is 
still viable. See attached Letter of Support. 
 
It is noted the full contents of the accepted 2019 Study were used part and parcel in the development of 
this RPR summary. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The City of Burlington obtained transportation planning assistance from the Chittenden County  
Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) to complete a scoping report for the Colchester  
Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street intersection. Stantec Consulting Services Inc.  
was retained by the CCRPC to develop the 2019 Study. Burlington’s primary interest was to continue the 
previous planning work conducted during the 2011 Colchester Avenue Corridor Plan that conceptually 
recommended consolidating the three existing intersections into one signalized intersection. Alternatives 
were developed to accommodate the consolidation concept, with each alternate evaluated for its 
respective challenges and overall desirability. To support that activity, one of the earliest tasks completed 
was the formation of a Project Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC’s role was to facilitate stakeholder 
review, provide overall input to the scoping process, and make final alternative selection 
recommendations to pertinent City commissions and, ultimately, the Burlington City Council. 
 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Municipality: City of Burlington 
2. Routes: Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street Intersection 

a. Project Roadway Attributes (25 mph posted speed limit on all approaches) 
i. Colchester Ave. (Class 2 - Urban Minor Arterial No. 3: Complete Street) 
ii. Riverside Ave. (Class 1 - Urban Principal Arterial-other No. 4: Bicycle Street) 
iii. Barrett St. (Class 2 - Urban Major Collector No. 5: not designated) 
iv. Mill St. (Class 3 - Local Road unnumbered: not designated) 

3. Project Location: 
i. Approximate intersection footprint (See Figure 1) 

https://studiesandreports.ccrpcvt.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/ColchesterRiverside_ScopingReport_FINAL_20190401.pdf
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Figure 1 Project Study Area 
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DISCUSSION 
4. Community/Municipal Involvement: 

a. Describe how the Community/Municipality was involved in or participated in the 
identification and submittal of the project 

i. The 2011 Colchester Avenue Corridor Plan identified improvements to the 
Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street intersection that 
could be developed as a stand-alone project contributing to the overall 
“Complete Street” vision of Colchester Avenue. This endorsement and 
associated recommendations from the 2011 study indicated stakeholder 
demand and support for a subsequent intersection scoping project resulting in 
the addition of the 2019 Study to the CCRPC annual program. 

ii. The study process included working closely with the Project Advisory Committee 
(PAC) consisting of community leaders, Burlington & Winooski staff, CCRPC staff, 
neighborhood representatives, and others. 

iii. Public involvement was integrated into all aspects of the work plan. A series of 
meetings were held with the PAC to discuss the proposed alternatives. Minutes 
from these meetings as well as additional documents made available to the 
advisory committee, are in Appendix L. (see 2019 Study Appendix L). 

b. Identify how the project contributes to the community 
i. The existing facility is, by VTrans standards, classified as a High Crash Location 

(HCL) and can be tenuous for use by pedestrians and bicyclists as well. The 2019 
Study sought to identify infrastructure improvements that address safety, 
mobility and operational issues at the Colchester Avenue/Riverside 
Avenue/Barrett Street/Mill Street intersection.  

c. Identify how the project contributes to ongoing and/or future local initiatives/priorities 
i. The City of Burlington is devoted to improving pedestrian and bicycle conditions 

to make walking and biking viable and enjoyable for people of all ages and 
abilities all year round. If pursued, the selected Medium-term alternative offers 
expected results that support and are consistent with the City’s initiatives and 
priorities. 

d. Identify how the project contributes to the local community and economic development 
goals 

i. Per planBTV, the City of Burlington promotes growth in walking and biking, a 
philosophy that brings a host of community, environmental and economic 
benefits. These benefits range from reducing traffic congestion and vehicle 
emissions to saving money through lower road maintenance costs or healthcare 
costs to increased independence for those who don’t- or can’t- drive. 
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5. Planning and Construction Documents:  
a. Identify any studies that have been completed to inform the need of this project and/or 

further understand alternatives 
i. The Colchester Avenue Corridor Study, which was completed and accepted by 

the City Council in 2011, evaluated and developed numerous recommendations 
to address operational, safety, and design-related issues along the Colchester 
Avenue corridor. Specific to the 2019 Study, the Corridor Plan recommended: 
“The complex of three intersections should be consolidated into one signalized 
intersection between Colchester Avenue, Riverside Avenue, and Barrett Street. 
The traffic signal at the Riverside Avenue-Mill Street intersection would be 
eliminated, and the Mill Street approach would be controlled by a stop sign and 
widened to include left and right turn lanes. The consolidation has design issues 
that need to be further evaluated through a more detailed scoping process that 
would include a land survey and more focused input from adjacent property 
owners.” 

ii. 2019 Winooski River Bridge Scoping Study Report: Project will address 
deficiencies in the bridge while improving multi-modal travel for people and 
goods. The proposed bridge is 21 feet wider than the existing which will 
necessitate close coordination during the design phase. 

iii. planBTV Walk Bike: Colchester Avenue and Riverside Avenue are highlighted in 
the plan as priority zones and indicated as areas in need of immediate attention. 

b. Alternatives (see 2019 Study chapters 7 and 8)  
i. Short-Term Improvements (0 to 3 years to implement) 

• Enhanced accommodations for pedestrians and bicyclists were 
proposed to include a new crosswalk, pedestrian traffic signals, wider 
crosswalks, and signal system changes. (see 2019 Study Figure 2) 

• Short-term improvements considered by PAC were adopted and put 
in service by DPW. 
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Figure 2 Recommended Short-Term Improvements 
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ii. Medium Term Improvements (3 to 10 years to implement) 
• Alternative 1 – 4-way Intersection - PREFERRED 

One signalized intersection, a 4-way intersection at Colchester 
Avenue and Barrett Street, and an unsignalized intersection at 
Colchester Avenue and Mill Street (Pocket Park and pedestrian 
signals at all crosswalks are most desirable). 

 
Figure 3 Recommend Medium Term Alternative – Alternative 1 



 

Regional Project Refinement Page 7 
 

• Alternative 2 – 4-way Intersection  
Similar to Alternative 1, it additionally consists of a separated 
southbound right turn lane from Colchester Avenue, creating a 
yield condition onto Riverside Avenue (results in a less desirable 
Yield controlled crosswalk). 

• Alternative 3 – Roundabout 
Modern, hybrid roundabout at the existing Colchester 
Avenue/Barrett Street intersection incorporating Riverside Avenue 
(Most costly with numerous significant impacts and design issues). 

• No Build 
Baseline Alternative for comparison 

iii. Comparison of Alternatives 
• The alternatives are compared according to the study’s purpose and 

need statement in the matrix below. The costs and performance 
associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 are comparable. Alternative 3 
offers the greatest benefits but also at the highest cost. There are also 
significant challenges associated with the implementation of 
Alternative 3, particularly with respect to right-of-way acquisition and 
impact on historic properties. 

iv. Preferred Alternative 
• Alternative 1: Pocket Park and pedestrian signals at all crosswalks are 

most desirable. 
c. Identify any planned Corridor Planning and Adjacent Projects 

i. Major Project – Winooski River Bridge Replacement 
• Target 2027 begin construction. 
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6. Purpose and Need: 

a. Identify what problems or challenges the project is intending to fix/improve 
i. Purpose: The purpose of the Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue intersection 

scoping study is to define a safer intersection that enhances mobility and access 
for all users while contributing to livable and vibrant communities and ensuring 
efficient operations. 

ii. Need: 
• Improve safety and mobility for all users of the intersection. 
•  Simplify the intersection. 
• Enhance the gateway into Burlington. 
• Manage traffic congestion. 

  

Figure 4 Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 
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7. Project Scope: 
a. Describe intended project scope and key project elements focused on the purpose and 

need 
i. Roadway surface treatment 

• New bituminous concrete pavement (BCP) 
ii. Geometry modifications 

• Horizontal and vertical alignment shift at Riverside Ave. approach to 
support reconfiguration of intersection with Colchester Ave. 

iii. Shoulder treatment/modifications 
• Full depth reconstruction for Riverside Ave. approach centerline shift. 

BCP surface. 
iv. Intersection identification/treatment 

• 4 new mast arms and signals  
v. Bicyclist considerations/improvements 

• Protected bike lanes along Colchester Ave. 
• Pedestrian/Bike Connection between Colchester Ave. and Riverside 

Ave. 
vi. Pedestrian considerations/improvements 

• New Pedestrian signals for all crosswalk locations 
• New lighting at Colchester Ave. and Barrett St. intersection 
• Wider crosswalks 

vii. Transit access considerations/improvements 
• Relocation of bus stop at Colchester Ave. and Mill St. intersection 

viii. Access management considerations/modifications 
• 7 parking spaces removed along Colchester Ave. near Barrett St. 

ix. Asset(s) condition/improvements 
• BCP surfaces 
• Signal systems 
• Curb and sidewalk 
• Pavement markings 

x. Resiliency considerations/improvements 
• N.A. 

xi. Environmental considerations/improvements 
• Potential reduction in delay for vehicles resulting in less emissions 
• Improved bicycle and pedestrian mobility encourage additional users 

potentially resulting in fewer vehicles and less emissions 
b. Describe how the project elements satisfy and/or meet the project’s Purpose and Need 

i. Colchester Ave./Riverside Ave. intersection reconfiguration combined with 
improved signage and signal systems should reduce crashes. 

ii. Improved accommodations for bicyclists and walkers through the Intersection 
could increase bike ridership and pedestrian users 
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8. Project Estimate: 
a. Describe any assumptions, risks, and items/elements with high variability 

i. Alt. 1 Conceptual Cost Estimate = $3,300,000 (assume 2018 dollars) 
ii. Adjustment for inflation (assume 5 years @ 5%/year) = $4,200,000 (2023 dollars) 
iii. Assume consistent inflation rate for Alt. 2 and Alt. 3, therefore Alt. 1 still low cost 
iv. Some cost risk with excavation of contaminated soils and Development soils 
v. Some cost risk with maintenance of traffic and pedestrian mobility 

9. Project Challenges: 
a. Describe any anticipated and/or potential challenges to the development and delivery of 

this project (See Figure 2 for Alternatives Evaluation Matrix) 
i. Identify potential impacts on environmental resources 

• Slight potential, low risk 
ii. Identify potential Right-of-Way impacts/needs 

• (1600 SF), low risk 
iii. Identify potential utility relocation routing needs/challenges. 

• Low risk, confirm in design phase 
iv. Brown fields and contaminated soils 

• Development soils present and contaminated soils nearby, moderate 
risk/design phase mitigation 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The 2019 Study for all intents and purposes has aged approximately 5 years since its development and 
delivery of a Preferred Alternative for improvement of the Colchester Avenue/Riverside Avenue/Barrett 
Street/Mill Street intersection. The RPR process indicates the passing of time has not overtly compromised 
the viability of legitimately progressing the scoping/concept level recommended improvements to the 
design phase for further development and eventual implementation. It is recognized before moving forward 
there may be merit to updating crash data, traffic volume data, and cost estimates which are all inherently 
time sensitive. However, this information is well suited for update in the early stages of preliminary 
engineering along with inventories for environmental and cultural resources. 
 
With regards to moving forward to the Preliminary Engineering phase, the relatively recent commitment by 
VTrans to execute a project for the replacement of the Winooski River bridge has created a new dynamic. 
Schedule for project development of the intersection improvements has become more constrained and 
dependent on the needs of the bridge project.  Therefore, coordination efforts should begin as soon as 
possible to ensure these mutually exclusive projects progress with the greatest amount of synergy as  
possible. 
 
Regardless, based on established local support and conformance to the stated Purpose and Need, the 
proposed  project [Burlington STP 5000(29)] is a good candidate for reliable advancement within the VTrans 
Capital Program. 
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Transportation, Energy and Utilities Committee of the City Council 

 Tuesday, January 08, 2019 5:30 PM 

  

Burlington Department of Public Works – Front Conference Room 

645 Pine Street – Burlington, VT 
  

–AGENDA– 

1.        Agenda 

Chair Tracy calls to order at 5:34PM 

Cnclr Bushor makes motion; Hartnett seconds; Unanimous 

2.        Minutes of 10/24/2018 

Bushor: under B discussion, item # 8. Didn’t understand, 8th line down, ‘looked at 

conditions that drove worse to worse ' focused on local nature streets w/ no transpo 

needs.” Needs clarification what this means.  

Norm will circle back w/ PP.  

Norm: Greenbelt, occupancy of parking, local vs arterial. I will circle back w/ PP.  

Bushor: Important to understand w/ clarification. Moves minutes 

Seconded by Hartnett 

3.        Public Forum 

Richard Hillyard: Resident of W1, Active on NPA. We had a pedestrian tragedy over 

Xmas period on North Ave. One of our NPA members produced FPF posting asking 

what is W1 NPA doing to support ped safety, etc. Highlights something we have tried to 

address, that there is a gap between city formally recognizing a safety problem (of 

whatever sort), not about Chapin or DPW directly, there is a lead time for traffic 

engineering ' 4 to 5 years -- perfectly understandable. We addressed a problem on 

East Ave, Traffic calming, 2 years ago. Engaged police to see what traffic enf could take 

place. Anecdotal evidence, East Ave is a racetrack, little sign of ENF, no traffic calming. 

In response, BPD officer wrote that the residents of East are correct in assessment. 

Issued $1700 in tickets. Two residents went through stop sign, speeding, cyclicsts 

waiting to cross. Highlighted issue in this ward, just as residents of North Ave did. Three 

of our members went to Police Commission, challenged Chief del Pozo. If a safety issue 

identified, what do we do as a city to mitigate problems before DPW can do a study, 

recommend a fix. Brought up at NPA mtg in Sept, this is going to be a problem, we 

need to address it. We need to address it as a city. Chief said we are reluctant to 
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dedicate resources to traffic ENF, loathe to expend a lot of resources on traffic details. 

Speed radar signed installed, quickly failed and hasn’t been replaced. We need to 

mitigate chances of an accident happening. We’ve done everything we can do as an 

NPA. 

 

Richard: the other thing, in Oslo - capital of Norway. Just in process of dispensing with 

last 700 downtown parking spaces. Something to think about, when doing something 

environmentally rather than building a few stories of car parking.  

 

Bushor: Question as followup from forum. Regarding speed radar sign. I can validate 

almost everything Richard and police have said, very close to stop sign. I yell at drivers 

that go through stop sign. Incredibly frustrating, drivers seem oblivious to stop sign. 

Very visible sign. This is my ward, very familiar with section. I do think that we don’t 

have all the money, but you will talk about prioritization. Pedestrian lights are incredibly 

effective. Lot of places in city need them.  

 

4.       Intersection Scoping Study Recommendations for Colchester Avenue / Riverside Avenue / Barrett 

Street / Mill Street 

a.        Nicole Losch, DPW presenting 

b.        15-minute duration 

c.        Action:  Action requested. 

 

Nicole: Memo included 

Chapin: Introduces Jason, CCRPC 

Nicole: RPC partner, Bushor and Richard also on advisory committee.  

Just wrapped up intersection scoping, quick intro to process. :::Nicole presents 

presentation::: 

 

Bushor: Important for other two members to see what tipped scale for Alt 2, show 

picture. This seemed to create an unsafe intersection, a vulnerability. (Asks Richard and 

Jason) 

 

Jason: You’ve hit the sticking point for disliking this alternative. Members on the 

committee uncomfortable with slip lane across sidewalk and the ped experience having 

to cross two crosswalks. Liked traditionality of Alt 1. Just one crossing, and completely 



signalized.Only other thing is people like the opportunity of green space in Alt 1 and not 

having right turn lane. 

 

Harnett: What’s there now 

 

Nicole: don’t have crosswalk across northern barrett, or bridge on this side of mill st 

intersection.  

 

Bushor: It’s a nightmare, you really can’t cross by the bridge 

Harnett: Where was the pedestrian killed. 

Jason: Barrett crosswalk 

Bushor: I’ll move the motion 

Tracy: Looks great, thank you for your work 

Richard H: I’d like to add a few things, outside scope of presentation. First is Mill St, 

nice little busienss incubator, promising businesses. There is no elegant way of dealing 

with that junction at this stage. My view is that the city to decide what it wants with Mill 

St, or potentially a safety issue going forward unresolved. Other thing is that part of 

Barrett onto Colchester junction is constrained a little by the Dominos operation. To me, 

it is a sacred cow, 18 wheelers, parking there, protected b/c it’s a historic building 

dressed up as pizza parlor.  

Bushor: historic commercial 

Richard H: Does not help that the business there obviates against a more elegant 

junction. Don’t know how long the city wants to tolerate that. 

Harnett: Most cars parked there are delivery cars 

RH: 18 wheeler delivery trucks. Not good all teh way further up Barrett. Two things I’d 

say the city needs to figure out. Elegant gateway into city is wonderful, with bridge 

replacement will be great. Couple things hanging out. 

Hartnett: Have we run this by Winooski Public Works or City Council? 

Bushor: No, not part of Winooski, they were offered an opportunity 

Hartnett: will impact residents 

Jason: if they decide they want to 

Bushor: Odd b/c on Winooski side, right on top of water/bridge/road they planned this 

hotel 

Jason: that has moved, not going to be planned in that location 

Hartnett: do we work well w/ Winooski 

Norm: partnered on bridge repair 

Nicole: great working relationship, and talked with their staff today on some of these 

recommendations. Gave them an idea to look at pavement markings going into 

Winooski side.  



Harnett: probably one of the most dangerous intersections in the city in years, from 

bikes to walkers, even now. 

Bushor: Move to accept intersection scoping study and do you want me to read whole 

thing. Move to accept intsection scoping study'. (reads language) 

Harnett: Second 

::Passes Unanimous.:: 

5.        FY 2020 Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s Unified Planning Work Program Projects 

a.        Nicole Losch, DPW presenting 

b.        15-minute duration 

c.        Action:  Action requested. 

 

Nicole: we work through RPC UPWP, due every January. Transportation link. Work w/ 

other city dep’ts on projects we should apply for for upcoming year. Requires public 

forum and community. Updates since memo went out.  

 

Nicole: The one project we know we’re including Winooski Ave Transpo Study, 

continuing to list that. Will be partnering w/ S Burl on Queen City Park Rd and Bridge - 

to improve ped safety and bridge. App will be submitted by S Burl, we wills upport. Not 

requiring local match as it is regional We also include several small requests on 

inspections and coutns: pavement inspections (⅓ of system every year), parks facilities 

being added into pavement inspection, we always submit list of traffic coutns, ped and 

bike counts, will continue including. Under tech assistance category, may require match 

depending on hours estimated for project: landfill led by CEDO and PZ - will likely not 

pursue. Some work has been done on Accessory dwelling units.  

 

:::notes not take:::: 

Nicole:  As we submit, we prioritize. We do have suggested motion at beginning of 

memo. Relates to supporting the process and local match allocation. 

 

Bushor: There are two, my personal favorites. Sidewalk gap analysis, responsive to 

residents who talk about sidewalks all the time. I oversee a lot of things in the blood 

bank, what we come to know, sometimes you can’t see your own shortcomings. When 

you say ‘in-house’ it’s most approrpiate, other times good to get someone else to look at 

it. I would like to see improvement in approach on sidewalk repair. Hoped this would 

begin that foundation. Based on what you said, you said new and not existing 

sidewalks. It’s not that I don’t care about new, I just want focus on repairing existing 

sidewalks. Should be considered as an item on this list.  

 

Chapin: We discussed that 

 



Nicole: We know we need to redo our sidewalk assessments, every few years, coming 

up. RPC does have asset inventory, and we are planning on that for next year to look at 

prioritizatino system and which sidewalks to replace.  

 

Bushor: Colchester PBL. Ever since you did work towards Barrett and narrowed the 

lane, the bicycles .. now two lanes of traffic can’t go down the hill and bikes have 

nowhere to go so they ride in the middle because they are sharing the road. Crreates 

anger, frustration, as I see a dangerous situation. Contemplate that as you look at it. 

Urgency to look at what can be done. Does get dark early and a lot of bicyclists don’t 

have adequate lighting and wear dark clothing. Just pointing this all out, a real safety 

issue. What’s the interim solution before you look at this globally. 

 

Hartnett: Is this federal dollars? 

Chapin: Much is federal, yes. 

Jason: Match of federal, state and local. You pay dues. 

Hartnett: When we talk about crosswalks w/ lights, are those projects part of it? 

Chapin: these are planning dollars, through planning design, but not engineering. 

Jason: Our monies can’t be used to go past conceptual design. No construction, 

engineering or equipment 

Nicole: Important program if we will be using state grant, as they require projects go 

through scoping, we need that level of detail in order for fHWA. 

Hartnett: So where does that funding source come from, with protected crosswalks and 

lights? 

Nicole: One funding source is through state’s bike/ped program, 3 grant categories in 

annual program (1-construction of large projects using fed money; 2- scoping process, 

higher match than rpc and after 2015 3- small construction funding using only state 

money - lower dollar amounts, very competitive around state and they expect the 

projects to be constructed much quicker as there are less reviews than fed process. 

That program is only grant opportunity for those types of improvements.) 

Harnett: 6 or 7 on Pine and 1 on Shelburne Rd 

Chapin: 2 on Shelburne 

Hartnett: Any other protected, lighted crosswalks?  

Chapin/Nicole/Norm/Rob: confirm locations, etc. 

Hartnett: frustrating that we live in the district with most kids, most schools, most seniors 

and we can’t get RRFBs. 

Chapin: you’re getting them 

Hartnett: somewhere along the line we lost our way. I think everybody that lives in BTV 

has seen the benefit of these lights. They are life-savers, it’s what it boils down to. 

Programs you automatically, looking for them to come on, huge benefit. Forget 



state/federal dollars, I want them, it’s time we incorporate that expense into city budget. 

Can’t understand why it’s not.  

Norm: In this process, this corridor came from state $, unique, econ dev b/c of 

Dealer.com. For awhile FHWA banned rrfbs, but has lightened up. Caused hiccup in 

advacning project. 

Hartnett: Message from me here is we could talk about different dollars, at teh end of 

the day, we need to incorporate in city budget 

Norm: Trying to navigate that 

Bushor: Placing of them is mysterious. My residents petitioned on East Ave, but all of a 

sudden it came up on Colchester Ave. 

Chapin: Wasn’t all of a sudden, process involved 

Bushor: Feels like things drop from the sky, we have a communciation issue when we 

don’t udnerstand timelines and how things happen. 

Hartnett: General public doesn’t understand it. To tell somebody that Colchester was 

involved in state/federeal project, people don’t care about that. Should be priority in our 

city, given these lights, people want them.  

Bushor: good for committee to know the cost for purchase and installation. # of requests 

for these.  

Tracy: My feedback is Winooski Corridor is imperative, pretty much many things we 

hope to accomplish. Creates network. Already started. We really need to do a good job 

of keeping it out there. Support that. I second Bushor’s sidewalk gap analysis. Quite a 

few areas where access can be improved like on Archibald to cemetary. I do also agree 

w/ Bushor on Colchester bike lane issue, have heard from different folks. 

Hartnett: particiularly in NNE, have had that conversation about new sidewalks, fixing 

what we have. Have more sidewalks in NNE. Quite a few that don’t have sidewalks. 

 

Bushor: we have to have motion. :::reads motion::: 

Hartnett: seconds 

Unanimous vote. 

 

 
6.       DPW Pedestrian Safety Efforts 

a.        Nicole Losch, DPW presenting 

b.        15-minute duration 

c.        Action:  Informative, no action needed. 

 

Chapin: Thanks Bushor, helpful for us to get thoughts together. 

:::Chapin presents::: 

:::Norm presents Ped Safety in 2019, going forward::: 

Norm: to give important history that isn’t in this presentation. How people use the 

streets. For instance, years ago changed ordinance to lower speed limit; 30 to 25 is 



important safety measure. Some streets, like North and Shelburne, didn’t get the speed 

limit reduction. Communicated w/ Transportation Board.  

:::Norm goes back to presentation::: 

 

Bushor: We all get emails from Tony, re: roundabouts. I’d respectfully ask if there is 

anybody who was in a city that had a roundabout that allowed the safe passage of 

pedestrians w/ high volume of cars. I don’t understand it, but keep hearing it about 

roundabouts. A lot of us are ignorant about roundabouts in an urban center.  

 

Norm: Biggest benefit is it eliminates T-bone accidents, no angle. But they are difficult to 

fit in urban environment. Can it perform with that lifecycle? Considerable amount of 

effort, resources, displacement of utilities.  

 

Bushor: So, other thing. I grew up in MA, with some roundabouts. Never saw a bike or 

pedestrian ever. Want to dispel or collaborate on this. Learn if there are places where 

this works.  

 

Chapin: We will share our roundabout briefing. Difference in modern roundabouts and 

larger rotaries.  

 

Chapin: Fundamentally, how we prioritize intersection upgrades come through corridor 

or planning studies. Comes through private development, public or City Council 

directing us to look at problematic intersection. As you saw earlier, through UPWP we 

prioritize requests which starts project development process.  

 

Bushor: On behalf of Jared Wood, someone who now needs assistance as he moves 

around, he feels much more keenly aware of limitations and challenges. He questions 

the allocation of money to pedestrian safety versus vehicular and bike safety. He wants 

to understand that. Feels like pedestrians get short end of stick. I have no way to 

respond. He wants us to make sure that is a priority.  

 

Norm: Last 3 years of sidewalk investment answers that questions. Bike investments 

pale.  

 

Tracy: I’d appreciate a funding briefing to understand the capital planning we’ve done: 

bike, walk, drive. Don’t need a lot of detail. 

 

Chapin: yes, happy to put together.  

 



Tracy: Thank you for this, very helpful. Very appreciative Vision Zero is included. 

Haven’t systematized yet. When I see the answers to these questions, I see that coming 

together. We do make planning, engineering, staff resource choices. There seems to 

be/is a necessary lag time between crashes and change. Who is seeing this info and 

when? Councilor Dieng interested in moving a resolution forward on bike safety, and 

only bike safety. I’ve asked him to be broadly inclusive and respective of VZ. They all 

interact all the time, hard to look at only one at a time. ENF isn’t necessarily the answer. 

Infrastructure changes, like beacons or bumpouts, are needed. My question is: how do 

we systematize the VZ stuff - that uses data, makes the data accessible, how do we 

bring a regular review. I say that with respect to the ComStat effort, as every time they 

bring up people who have passed away from overdoses. Grounding this at human level 

and have data. Injuries should be included - shakes people up. How possible is this - do 

we work with bPD to get more info? Do we have that referred to TEUC or Commission 

and do we review quarterly or at teh end of our meetings? BPD gets data around 

crashes, tells us what happened. Gets passed to Committee or DPW to look at 

infrastructure changes. Then comes to Committee for conversation. Is this reasonable? 

 

Norm: I think we are doing that largely now. We do corridor analysis, what are the 

situations causing accidents ,how do you balance the safety improvemetns against 

operational expectations of public and how do you accomodate those modes in corridor. 

How do you work through the public process. North Ave, for instance, if you go 3 or 4 

lane config - it brings significantly different design. We are already worried, and need to 

know which techniques to apply. All of these conscious decisions are driven by 

econoimcs and timing. Sometimes takes a long public process. Heart-broken on North 

Ave tragedy. 

 

Chapin: You are aligned with where we want to go. We can have this conversation at a 

policy level. Look at data, how we knock down crashes. Councilor Dieng can reframe 

his resolution. If Council wants us to develop material for future consideration, we are 

open.  

 

Nicole: data collection and evaluation has room for improvement. VZ would move us to 

more proactivity, rather than just reactive. Resource allocation to prevent crashes. That 

is part of the conversation. If we were envisioning broad VZ policy, but larger team 

necessary. 

 

Bushor: this is a really good idea, as it addresses one aspect that’s important - the 

residents. Answers the question “what’s being done?” Begins process of resolution, 

prioritizes something we’ve analyzed. Adds accountability. This is what people want to 

hold us to. Great suggestion by Max.  



 

Tracy: What I’m looking for is holistic approach. May miss things not falling under scope 

of corridor study, want to see continued focus & accountability. This keeps coming up 

from public, and consistently have a check in. Wake up call for me seerving on this 

committee. We could be doing more on this committee. Want to ask staff to work with 

this committee. Be strategic and not reactive. 

 

Hartnett: Do we know how many pedestrians have been killed in BTV - last 25 years? 

Any progress from when we went from 30mp to 25mph.  

 

Chapin: Very few deaths, fortunately, but certainly property damage.  

 

Norm: In my career, I can think of a handful. In my hsitory of doing this work, I follow up 

with Police to understand contributing factors.  

 

Hartnett: I chose not to speak publicly about this. If you look at the fog, dark, rain, driver 

following law .. just a tragic accident. Crossing lights may not have changed anything. 

Two other issues, re: safety to address as city moving forward. Street lighting is not 

great, even on regular basis. Want to understand how we light our streets, what we use. 

Even before accident, we need to look at that. Streets are pretty dark, particularly on 

North Ave. Another area, waiting for something bad, we need to address design or with 

resolution. Someone soon is going to get hit coming off a bus. These drivers just going 

around the bus. Either need a law in BTV where you can go around a pulled over bus 

OR we need to add a cut-in for bus to pull in. Totally dangerous on North Ave - moreso 

from 4 to 3 lanes.  

 

Chapin: crosswalks going in. BED comment on lighting is a good one. BED has clear 

lighting standards and has been reviewing corridors. Good conversation to have with 

fellow departments. LED lighting is good for downward and adjusted. 

 

Bushor: For next time, thank you. Want to say that at one of our next meetings, need an 

update on ReUse zones -- any activity? By April 1, want to know experience on Narrow 

Streets. One of the things I feel is we don’t evaluate post-implementation enough. Want 

to hear from you and residents.  

 

Norm: Engineering team has for many years been short staffed. Within next few weeks, 

we will be fully staffed and can answer these questions and do more follow up. Thank 

you to Council for that.  

 

Bushor: When will they come forward? 



 

Norm: Olivia (PWE) and Matty (APWE). We’ve created a team for ladder of opportunity 

for growth.  

 

Jason: Matty is former RPC intern.  

 

Tracy: Today was windy, twitter discussion on toters. Want to have conversation on 

agenda. We are near end of phase-in period. Not seeing a lot of rental properties 

covered with this. Add this to agenda.  

 

Chapin: Adding to agenda. Budgeting to get more of these out there. We’re not as far as 

we want to be, but will bring those #’s. 

 

Tracy: Thank you. Let’s set our next meeting. 

 

Hartnett: Back to safety presentation -- would be a great NPA agenda item. 

 

5:30PM on 2/5 set as next meeting. 

 

Bushor motion to adjourn 

Unanimous. 
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